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THE REPLY FILED 30 March 2004 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALL OWAKirP 
J^^lfZtiJn'^^H ^^^'^T.M^applicant is required to avoid abandonme^o tliis app cS A prw 

PERIOD FOR RFPl Y [checl< either a) or b)] 
a) M The period for reply expires 3.months from the mailing date of the final rejecBon. 

whichever Is later In 

S^rv ?HE^THk*^o^^^^^ f^'^" '"'"^ SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of the final Son 

TOROrff) ^ '^^'^■^"^ THE FINAL REJECTION. See MPEP 

fo,. h!l^I]«n"fiinH'"^fh'^f """f'.^^ ^'"'^ ^''3^'^>- "^^^ ^3'® °" ^'f'i'^f^ petition under 37 CFR 1.136(a) and the approoriate extension 

^ •'-^ °^ '^PP®^' °" Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

37 CFR 1 .1 92(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1 .191 (d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 

2. n The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); ■ 

(b) Q theyraise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) □ they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the 

issues for appeal; and/or / a h 'y"'y me 

(d) □ they present additional claims Without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims 

NOTE: . ■ ... 

3. n Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

5. |a The a)g affidavit, b)D exhibit, or cM request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the 

application in condition for allowance because: See Continuation . 

6, P The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered becaiise it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newlv 

raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. . 
7.13 For purposes of Appeal, the proposed anfiendment(s) a)^ will not be entered or hM will be entered and an 
explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 

The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: 

_ Claim(s) objected to: . 

Claim(s) rejected: 1-3 8.7-24 . 

Clairti(s) withdrawn from consideration: . 
8.D The drawing correction filed on is a)D approved or b)n disapproved by the Examiner. 

9.0 Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s) 

10.n Other: , . 
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R?mli*« liil^IinJfotii? ^'^^® '^!K?^f!''°[! allowance because: The arguments presented In pages 7 . 12 of the 
Remarks have been carefully reviewed but fail to be persuasive because: 

(i) In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the 
S!!h S/*^"^.^'''' *if Iu '® ^'^'^^ "'"5* ''^ f^iS'^er than the bump or electrode) are not recited in the 
rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the 
claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). k «» « nyi ie«iu mio me 

hLlri»r ^ JlnnT^-^' ^'f ''^ t'^'^M" ^ f ^ ^^""^ electroconductivo particles (12) are trapped in a closed area between the 
barner (6) and the insulating layer (3) without any free movement of particles from one place to another as applicant asserted in his 
remarks and the o^er electroconductive particles (12) are move freely in spaces or gaps between the barrier (6) and the electrically 
thTS- °" the substrate (4). Thus the barrier (6) of Tsukagoshi et al. separates the conductive particles (12) S Sd by 
the rejected claim t (e.g., Fig 2). Furthermore. Tsukagoshi et a|. states in column 6. lines 26 - 27 that the barrier (6) can be insulating 
matenals (e g, polyimide; column 4, lines 15 - 17) as recited by the rejected claim 11. Therefore, the element (6) n Tsukagoshi et al 
reads as a bamer layer as defined by claims 1 and 1 1. \/ a«oiiicioi. 

(iii) Applicant has argued that no motivation to combine the acknowledged prior art with Tsukagoshi et al. existed because the 
element (6) of Tsukagoshi et al. into the acknowledged prior art seems to be redundant and unnecessary. However, this argument is not 
persuasive because as explained in the previous paragraphs. Tsukagoshi et al. teaches the barrier (6) as recited in the rejected claim 1 
(e.g., Fig. 2) as well as the motivation to combine -to provide a smooth, unifonn flow of adhesive from the center to the edge oortions of 

c*"!"*"*"' "^'^ l^l'^?.^'"^ procedure (column 5, lines 22 - 30)- the barrier (6) of Tsukagoshi et al. into the acknowledged 
prior art Furthennore applicant should note that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based ubon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed 

'""^ ^'"^"^^"^'^ ^"^^ ^ 

(iv) Applicant has argued that Tsukagoshi et al. does hot disclose fomiing partitions between the bumps con-esponding to the first 
pads and the second pads as recited by claim 1 of the present application. However, this argument is not persuasive because 

Jfoc lA°?H®«n * 1^ I^^IH-^t ^^^^^^ bumps (7) are formed on the pads (5). Also. Tsukagoshi et al. clearly shows in e.g.. 
Figs. 5A and 6B the plurality of third bamer nbs (6 in e.g., Figs. 5A and 68) to be function as the partitions between the bumps (7) 
correspondingtothefirst pads (5, at the top-side) and the second pads (5, at the bottom). 

•» ^ ■ '^ll^^^^?^^-^^ combined structure of Tsukagoshi et al. and the acknowledged prior art disclose all of the claimed elements as 
recited in the rejected claims 1 , 1 7 and 22 (see paragraph 4 of the final Office action for defail). 
• For the above reasons, the rejection is maintained.. 
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